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FINAL ORDER NO. 51877/2025
S.S GARG
Department has filed an miscellaneous application seeking
change in cause title on the ground that with the introduction of the
CGST Act, 2017, there has been change in the nomenclature of the
department as well as the designation of the officers. There has
also been amendment in the revenue jurisdiction. Accordingly, the

respondent in the subject appeal, shall be read as under:

“The Principal Commissioner, CGST & Central Excise,
Commissionerate Jaipur, New Central Revenue Building,
Statue Circle, C-Sheme Jaipur”



2. In view of this, miscellaneous application filed by the

department seeking change in cause title is hereby allowed.

3. Heard both parties and perused the materials on record. The
learned Chartered Accountant for the appellant submits that the
impugned order has been passed by Commissioner (Appeals)
dismissing the appeal for non-compliance of mandatory pre-deposit
under Section 35F of Central Excise Act, 1944 read with Section 83

of the Finance Act, 1994,

4. He further submits that now he has complied with the
requirement of mandatory pre-deposit which is accepted by learned
Departmental Representative. In view of these facts we find that
learned Commissioner (Appeals) has not decided the case on merits
and dismissed the appeal for non-compliance of mandatory pre-
deposit. In these circumstances, the impugned order is set aside
and the matter is remanded back to the learned Commissioner
(Appeals) to decide the same on merits after complying with the
principles of natural justice and pass a reasoned order in
accordance with law. Accordingly, the present appeal is disposed of

by way of remand.

[Dictated and pronounced in the open Court]
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